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 The assessment of so-called ‘influence’ always causes difficulties to historians. Any study 
of ‘influence’ by its nature cannot escape the presupposition that some influences were 
there to be examined. On the other hand, if we try to avoid this shortcoming by placing 
these influences in a wider historical context, there always exists a tendency for the 
research to go to the other extreme of becoming simply a survey of contexts. Throughout 
the research on the continental influence upon the Edwardian Reformation, I have always 
been conscious of this dilemma and have sought to walk the centre path with a cautious 
tread.1) 
 Prospects for advancement of the continental divines in England looked much better 
during Edward VI’s short reign. Among these foreigners Italian reformer Peter Martyr tops 
the list. His close association with Archbishop Cranmer helped to solidify the latter’s 
convictions on the doctrine of the true presence in the Lord’s Supper. Cranmer’s theological 
position on the Eucharist, which was in harmony with that held by visiting continental 
reformers, could cover a wide range of perception within the framework endorsing a 
spiritual presence of Christ in the Supper, and thus denying Lutheran tenet of manducatio 
impiorum (eating by the impious). This framework extended from Martin Bucer, 
Strasbourg theologian, to John Laski (Johannes Alasco), Polish reformer. There existed 
considerably more agreement than so far recognised among these visiting theologians on 
the issue of the Lord’s Supper. Although Cranmer’s relationship with the foreigners failed 
at times to enjoy its full effect because of, for example, England’s current imperial policy, 
the traces of contributions by these divines are evident, most notably during the review 
period of the first Prayer Book (the Book of Common Prayer of 1549). The Consensus 
Tigurinus (Consensus of Zurich) recently agreed between John Calvin and Heinrich 
Bullinger had certainly given Cranmer a backbone for his work on the Prayer Book revision 




                                                          
1) This article is a sequel to my ‘Thomas Cranmer, Continental Divines and the Edwardian 
Reformation Politics’, Senshu University Institute of Social Sciences Monthly Bulletin, no. 594 (20 Dec. 
2012) in which the influences of foreign divines on the mind of Archbishop Thomas Cranmer were 
examined. 
2) On the Consensus Tigurinus, see my ‘Consensus Tigurinus or Dissensus Tigurinus? International 
Ecclesiastical Politics in Switzerland in the mid-16th Century’, Senshu University Institute of Social 
Sciences Monthly Bulletin, no. 532 (20 Oct. 2007). 
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1. The Review of the First Prayer Book 
 
 The determined opposition to the first Prayer Book took place in the remote shires of 
Devon and Cornwall in June 1549. Long-felt economic discontent was fuelled by the 
hostility against the new religious ‘renovation’ put forth in the Injunction of 1547 and 
recently culminating in the enforcement of the first Prayer Book. Continental divines 
naturally rallied behind the English authority. Peter Martyr certainly was one of them.3) 
Even Heinrich Bullinger, a Swiss reformer and the successor of Huldrych Zwingli as head 
of the Zurich church, contributed to the denunciation of the rebellions. Gwalter Lynne 
translated Bullinger’s work which was published in London in 1549 bearing the title A 
Treatise or Sermon of Henry Bullinger; Much Fruitfull and Necessary for This Tyme, 
Concernyng Magistrates and Obedience of Subiectes…. This work was the translation of 
Bullinger’s second Decade, ninth sermon.4) In his dedicatory letter to Edward VI, Lynne 
stated the purpose of his bringing this work out of Latin into English: It was most 
necessary for this time of rebellions to teach ‘the ordre of a common wealth the institution 
of magistrates, the use of the sworde the obedience of subiectes, the ministracion of warres, 
the instruction of souldiours’. 
 It was then Martin Bucer who contributed significantly to the making of the Ordinal 
published in March 1550. The debt of it to Bucer’s De Ordinatione Legitima Ministrorum 
Ecclesiae Revocanda has generally been accepted by historians.5) This Ordinal, however, 
followed a similar destiny as the first Prayer Book. While the Prayer Book was set forth by 
an act of Parliament, the Ordinal also was produced by the statutory commission set up in 
the last session of Parliament.6) In spite of its Protestant nature, it kept a great deal of 
conservatism. That the Ordinal was attacked by both Nicholas Heath and later John 
Hooper in his Lenten sermons testifies to its equivocal character. Just as Thomas Cranmer, 
Archbishop of Canterbury, contrived to prevent the Ordinal from going much further to the 
left, he seems to have had a hand in most of the following developments in the course of 
formulating the Prayer Book of 1552 as well, even though radicals like Hooper and John 
Knox receiving the support of Earl of Warwick (John Dudley, later 1st Duke of 
Northumberland) no doubt influenced the final form of it. On the Eucharist, one cannot 
deny that the 1552 Prayer Book presented a radical change from its predecessor. Along 
with the influence of these radicals, one should be reminded of the fact that the liturgy was 
not the best place to witness Cranmer’s precise doctrinal conviction. Obscurity did remain 
                                                          
3) Corpus Christi College Cambridge (CCCC) MS. 102, p. 409. (‘A Sermon Concernynge the tyme of 
rebellion’) 
4) See Thomas Harding, ed., The Decades of Henry Bullinger (Cambridge, 1849-1852), Parker Society 
edn. 4 vols. 
5) C. Hopf, Martin Bucer and the English Reformation (Oxford, 1946), pp. 88-94. 
6) G.R. Elton, Reform and Reformation: England 1509-1558 (London, 1977), p. 360. 
― 3 ― 
in his liturgical expressions partly because a liturgy affected people more directly than the 
doctrine that lay behind it. While Cranmer’s Eucharistic doctrine was by no means 
ambiguous as was evident in such writings as A Defence of the True and Catholic Doctrine 
of the Sacrament and Answer to Stephen Gardiner, his very doctrinal expression of the 
true presence actually allowed a wide range of liturgical expressions. 
 Cranmer’s doctrinal position must have been confirmed by the Consensus Tigurinus 
(Consensus of Zurich) and by his continued consultation with Martyr and Bucer. This 
Zurich agreement clearly expressed the true presence position. Martyr in his letter to 
Bullinger of 27 January 1550 endorsed it as an expression of one spirit and one faith.7) It is 
significant to note that about a year later Martyr was requested by the primate to give his 
review of the first Prayer Book.8) In spite of the fact that the roles played by Martyr and 
Bucer during the review period of the first Prayer Book did not go so far as direct 
involvement in the actual debate, their contributions were by no means inconsequential. 
Martyr’s letter to Bucer written on 10 January 1551 reveals what happened: 
 
And I thank God who has given us an opportunity of laying before the Bishop our 
suggestions on all these things. It has now been decided in their conference, as the 
Most Reverend informs me, that many things shall be changed; but what corrections 
they have decided upon, he did not explain to me, nor was I so bold as to ask him.9) 
 
This letter provides us with further details of the nature of cooperation given by Martyr 
and Bucer. Bucer’s suggestions for the revision were given in his Censura (critique) which 
was completed in early January, less than two months before his death, although 
previously he had in general endorsed the first Prayer Book.10) Bucer had been invited by 
Bishop Goodrich of Ely to offer his views on the Prayer Book. By 5 January 1551 he had 
presented them to Goodrich, who may have sent them to Cranmer. Bucer made about 
fifty-eight points, of which nearly half were accepted by the revisers who prepared the 
revised Prayer Book of 1552.11) Martyr received a copy of Censura from Bucer and gave his 
consent to it. Before Martyr read Bucer’s Censura, he, in responding to the request from 
                                                          
7) Hastings Robinson, ed., Original Letters relative to the English Reformation (Cambridge, 1846-7), 
Parker Society edition, II, 479. (hereafter abbreviated O.L.) 
8) One leading Martyr historian also suggests that Martyr’s influence upon Cranmer was in line with 
the Consensus Tigurinus. M.W. Anderson, Peter Martyr: A Reformer in Exile (Nieuwkoop, 1875). 
9) George Cornelius Gorham, ed., Gleanings of a Few Scattered Ears, during the Period of the 
Reformation in England and of the Times Immediately Succeeding AD 1533 to 1588 (Cambridge, 1857), 
pp. 228-9. (hereafter abbreviated Gleanings) Latin original is in CCCC MS. 119, p. 106 and printed in 
John Strype, Memorials of the Most Reverend Father in God Thomas Cranmer,… (Oxford, 1840), II, 
899. 
10) Bucer’s Censura is printed in E.C. Whitaker, ed., Martin Bucer and the Book of Common Prayer 
(Great Wakering, 1974). 
11) D.F. Wright, ed., Martin Bucer: Reforming Church and Community (1994, Cambridge), 158-9. 
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the Archbishop, had written Annotations, basing his argument solely upon John Cheke’s 
‘defective’ Latin version of the first Prayer Book, and had sent it to Cranmer. Seeing the 
corrections Bucer had called for in his Censura and taking notice of the fact that several 
things were omitted by Cheke, Martyr quickly responded and wrote to Cranmer, adding 
short notes and an endorsement of Bucer’s suggestions.12) 
 About a month later, Martyr told Bucer that he had seen the alterations the bishops had 
agreed among themselves but due to his ignorance of the English language he could not 
give any certain information on them. However, Martyr believed that the bishops had not 
gone so far as to adopt the whole of their suggestions.13) Martyr’s letter also disclosed the 
resolute opposition the Archbishop had encountered. He asserted that if the work of 
emendation had been committed to Cranmer’s individual hand, purity of ceremonies would 
have been attained by him. There existed without doubt an agreement among Cranmer, 
Martyr and Bucer as to the details of corrections needed to be made. Martyr also stated 
that Cheke was the only person who openly and earnestly favoured simplicity.14) 
 Cheke was deeply involved in the amendment proceedings. Because of the strong 
opposition from the bishops, a word from the young king Edward VI was needed to bring 
about the necessary revisions to the Prayer Book. Cheke reported this to Martyr in a 
private conference. The King was reported to have said that if the bishops would not make 
the changes which had been considered necessary, the King himself would do this; and that, 
when Parliament met, he would interpose his royal authority.15) No one knows whether or 
not the King made such a determined comment, or, if not, who put the words into his mouth. 
Earl of Warwick (John Dudley, 1st Duke of Northumberland), who was inclined to govern 
through the young King, was probably behind this. At the same time, it is possible to 
assume that Cheke, as the King’s tutor, communicated the King’s mind. After the Prayer 
Book was completed in September 1551, two disputations were held on the issue of the 
corporeal presence, and Cheke was one of the central figures in both of these. The 
arrangement of such disputations simply illustrates the strength of Catholic opposition to 
the new Prayer Book. The authority might have sensed the need to discredit their claims in 
toto to guarantee the smooth passage of the new liturgy in the Parliament, an effort similar 
to the Elizabethan attempt in setting up the Westminster disputation, although this time 
disputations were by private arrangement.16) The first disputation, held in William Cecil’s 
house on 25 November, was attended by Lord Russell, Anthony Cooke, and others. 
                                                          
12) Gleanings, pp. 227-8. See also Memorials of Cranmer, I, 360-2. According to John Strype, Cranmer 
procured for Bucer a Latin translation of the Book done by the Scottish divine, Aless. Ibid., p. 300. 
John Cheke was the first regius professor of Greek at Cambridge University. 
13) Gleanings, p. 232. 
14) Ibid. 
15) Ibid., p. 229 (Martyr to Bucer, 10 January 1551). Memorials of Cranmer, II, 899. 
16) The second Prayer Book received parliamentary sanction in April 1552 but with opposition from 
such bishops as Thomas Thirlby of Norwich and Robert Aldrich of Carlisle. 
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Disputants included Cecil, Cheke, Robert Horn and Edmund Grindal on the Protestant 
side, and John Feckenham and Young on the Catholic.17) In the second conference held on 3 
December at Richard Morison’s house, two dignitaries, i.e. the marquis of Northampton 
and the earl of Rutland, along with Watson representing the Catholic side, joined the group 
of people who had participated in the first meeting.18) 
 Foreigners remained as consultants but a good number of their objections to the Prayer 
Book were heeded. Among Bucer’s, and thus Martyr’s, censures, two thirds of them were 
recognised in the new Prayer Book, although many alterations were also made 
independent of Bucer’s suggestions or sometimes his advice was simply ignored.19) One of 
the clearest evidences of the Prayer Book’s debt to Martyr has been noted. The second 
Exhortation adhered faithfully to the translation of Martyr’s Adhortatio ad Coenam 
Domini Musticam, which, as one historian concluded, evinced Cranmer’s indebtedness to 
Martyr.20) 
 It is not appropriate to single out the influence of one particular foreign divine since there 
existed a considerable agreement among these divines from Bucer to Laski at least on the 
issue of the Lord’s Supper. Laski’s proposal to Martyr is thought-provoking. As Martyr 
reported to Bucer: 
 
Possibly Master a Lasco may have signified to you, as he has to me, his earnest 
desire that some Confession on the Sacramentarian Question should be drawn up 
and set forth, in such a way that you, Bernardine, he, and myself might consent to it. 
I answered, that I did not disapprove his design; and I advised him to talk the 
matter over with you. I took this course, because I feel assured that, if both of you 
should subscribe to the same opinion, it would be easy for me also to accede to it.21) 
 
On the issue of the Eucharist, Laski did not join the group of John Hooper and John Knox 
as was the case during the vestiarian controversy. His affinity with other foreign divines 
like Bucer and Martyr is evident in this initiative over the confession. Cranmer must have 
accepted such a move. We do not know whether Bucer’s death in February 1551 put an end 
to the proposal or rather facilitated the process by the removal from the scene of the most 
conservative foreign divine on the Eucharist issue. Judging from the situation on the 
                                                          
17) CCCC MS. 102, pp. 253-8. The disputation was described by John Strype in great detail. The Life of 
Sir John Cheke (Oxford, 1821), pp. 63-77. See also Memorials of Cranmer, I, 385. 
18) CCCC MS. 102, pp. 259-66. Strype, The Life of Sir John Cheke, pp. 77-86. 
19) Hopf, Martin Bucer and the English Reformation, pp. 59-60; A.G. Dickens, The English Reformation 
(London, 1964), 247-8. 
20) Alan Beesley, ‘An unpublished source of the Book of Common Prayer: Peter Martyr Vermigli’s 
Adhortatio a Coenam Domini Mysticam’, Journal of Ecclesiastical History, XIX (1968), 83-8. Martyr’s 
Adhortatio was newly translated and printed in Gleanings, pp. 223-5. 
21) Ibid., p. 198. This letter is dated 11 November 1550. 
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continent, however, Laski’s scheme can be interpreted as his attempt to give a concerted 
response to the new development created by the Consensus Tigurinus. 
 In this respect, Bucer’s death in fact made it easier for the theologians to identify the 
Consensus Tigurinus as what Professor Patrick Collinson called ‘the true gravitational 
centre of the Reformation’.22) The converging centre certainly moved slightly to the left. If 
so, the suggestion that Laski’s ‘De Sacrament’ preserved at the Lambeth Palace Library 
might be the final result of this effort should seriously be considered. Although Laski’s 
work looks more like his positional statement rather than the final result of the consent 
among foreign divines, it could be interpreted as a sign of a serious attempt at an agreed 
confession. This little work entitled ‘Joanes a Lasco de Sacrament. farellus et Beza de 
eodem’ contained two treatises: ‘Breue ac clarum doctrinae de coena Domini testimonium’ 
and ‘De coena Domini ita creditur et docetur in ecclesijs Helueticis et Sabaudieis’. The 
latter document was signed by William Farel and Beza on 14 May 1557. It was the time 
when they were in the midst of their ecumenical mission in Germany.23) Calvin sent Beza 
and Farel on a mission to bring the persecuted Protestants in France and in Piedmont 
under the protection of the German princes. Bullinger obviously endorsed this mission. But 
in Strasbourg, Beza and Farel engaged themselves in a theological discussion that 
according to the Zurichers went beyond the stated purpose of the mission. There they were 
asked to draw up a statement to which both Lutherans and Zwinglians might agree in an 
attempt to bring German and Swiss churches together, and as a result there came in May 
two versions of the confession, the first prepared for Michael Diller at Frankfurt and the 
second a revision given to Jacob Andreae at Göppingen.24)  
Although Laski’s treatise seems to belong to the mid-1550s rather than to the period of the 
Edwardian Reformation, it still testifies to his openness toward the interconfessional 
dialogue. In fact, Laski’s letter to Bullinger shows that there was an exchange of 
sacramental views with Bucer shortly before his death: 
 
D. Bucer began a Treatise on the Sacraments, a little before his death, but did not 
finish it. He was preparing, as I hear, answers to my [observations]; but I saw 
                                                          
22) Patrick Collinson, Archbishop Grindal, 1519-1583 (London, 1979), p. 43. 
23) Lambeth Palace Library MS. 2010, fos. 178-85. Dr. M.W. Anderson reminds us of one problem with 
Laski’s authorship. He points out that Beza and Farel signed the Göppingen confession with the 
Lutherans on the same day. Anderson, Peter Martyr, pp. 132-3. However, if we consider the fact that 
Laski had already approached the Lutherans in 1556 and had reached a similar agreement with them, 
it can be assumed that Laski shared the same ecumenical attitude with the Lutherans as the Swiss 
divines did in 1557. For a general description of Laski’s sacramental teaching, see Richard Kruske, 
Johannes a Lasco und der Sacramentsstreit (Leipzig, 1901). 
24) Jill Raitt, The Eucharistic Theology of Theodore Beza: Development of the Reformed Doctrine 
(Pennsylvania, 1972), pp. 3-4. For the text of the Confession, see ‘Confession de Foi Concernant la 
Sainte Cène Remise par Bèze et Farel’ in Henri Meylan, Alain Dufour, Aranud Tripet, eds., 
Correspondance de Théodore de Bèze (Geneva, 1960-), II, 243-8. 
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nothing of them, though I could have wished to see them. However, as far as I 
understand, he remained firm in his sentiment concerning the presence, and the real 
exhibition of the Body and Blood of Christ in the signs, or through the signs. I will 
send you shortly what he sent to me, and the observations which I sent to him in 
return.25) 
 
Laski’s activity during this period is noteworthy. He translated Bullinger’s Treatise on the 
Sacraments which was to form the sixth to ninth sermons of the fifth Decade. The Polish 
baron had received this work from the Zurich antistes three years before.26) He reported to 
Bullinger the Archbishop’s support for the publication. According to Laski, Cranmer 
expressed his wish that it should be published even though he had not read it, adding that 
Bullinger’s books needed no inspection.27) 
 This type of espisode, however, does not prove precisely which continental sources, if any, 
exerted the most significant influence upon Cranmer. For this we have to look at his 
theological writings. At Corpus Christi College library in Cambridge are preserved two 
Latin writings entitled, ‘De re sacramentaria’ and ‘Sententiae de eucharistia’. The former 
work testifies to Cranmer’s continued research on the subject,, while the latter was written 
obviously in Martyr’s own hand.28) What strikes us is the similarity between these two 
writings, i.e. in many places almost a verbatim dependence of one upon the other. The fact 
that ‘De re sacramentaria’ quoted from such patristic writers as Ratramus of whom 
‘Sententiae de eucharistia’ made no mention seems to imply the dependence of the former 
on the latter. In other words, it suggests Cranmer’s debt to Martyr’s writing. The influence 
of Ratramus’s De Corpore et Sanguine Domini, about which Cranmer probably learned 
from Nicholas Ridley, Bishop of London from 1547 and later one of the Oxford Martyrs 
during the Marian persecutions, has been slightly overstated by the historians. It is true 
that Ratramus was well represented in ‘De re sacramentaria’. However, Augustine and 
other patristic writers enjoyed more or at least equal amount of references in the work. 
This work, therefore, seems to be a result of Cranmer’s own studies of biblical and patristic 
sources, with contributions from Ridley and most importantly direct quotations from 
Martyr’s ‘Sententiae de eucharistia’. These verbatim quotations from Martyr’s writing 
                                                          
25) Gleanings, p. 248 (10 April 1551). 
26) This work was entitled Absoluta, de Christi Domini et Catholicae ejus Ecclesiae Sacramentis, 
Tractatio, Authore Henrico Bullingero [A Short-Title Catalogue of Books Printed in England, Scotland 
and Ireland and of English Books Printed abroad, 1475-1640 (STC) 4042.4]. See also Joachim Staedtke 
and Erland Herkenrath, eds., Heinrich Bullinger Bibliographie (2 vols., Zurich, 1972-7), I, 91. 
27) Gleanings, pp. 247-8. 
28) Peter Brooks, Thomas Cranmer’s Doctrine of the Eucharist (London, 1965), p. 41. ‘De re 
sacramentaria’ is in CCCC MS. 102, pp. 151-93. See also Montague Rhodes James, A Descriptive 
Catalogue the Manuscripts in the Library of CCCC (Cambridge, 1912), I, 196. ‘Sententiae’ is in CCCC 
MS. 102, pp. 213-45. 
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include the use of Augustine’s Sentence and the twenty-third Epistle to Bonifacius, 
Epiphanius’s Ancoratus and Panarion, Irenaeus’s Adversus Valentinianos, Tertullianus’s 
Adversus Marcionem, etc.29) If we consider the fact that with very few exceptions and a 
number of additions the patristic citations in ‘De re sacramentaria’ were reproduced in the 
pages of Cranmer’s Defence, Martyr’s influence cannot be ignored.30) 
 There exists a writing in English covering ten pages and inserted between ‘De re 
sacramentaria’ and ‘Sententiae de eucharistia’.31) This writing seems to illustrate the 
doctrinal position that is consistent with what could be concluded from these two Latin 
writings. The English writing most likely belonged to Cranmer or to his close circle. It is a 
clear enunciation of the true presence position in Eucharistic teachings. It declared: ‘noe 
faithfull Christian man may thincke that there is in this Sacrament none other thing then 
the onlie presence and substaunce of the outward signes or tokens of bread and wine 
wherbie Christ is to us figured or represented.’ Then it continued: ‘Wherof only the 
wourthie receavers be partakes but men must constantlie beleve that also there is the trew 
presence of Christes bodie and bludd in very substance.’32) The pivotal role of faith was then 
reiterated, rejecting manducatio impiorum: 
 
Yet faith trulie instructed knoweth there to be hidd much higher misteryes, that is to 
saie the veritie of Christes body and bludd there present to be distributed and 
received. And therefore the wonderyng and exclamation of the unfaithful 
Caphernaits is here stopped…33) 
 
 Even though Cranmer’s position could cover a wide range of perception within the true 
presence doctrine, what was expressed in the second Prayer Book before John Knox’s 
protestation in his sermon against kneeling was as far as Cranmer could come. Sensing 
councillors’ sympathy for Knox’s argument, Cranmer expressed his concern over the new 
development. He claimed: 
 
And nowe, the boke beinge read and approved by thole state of the Realme in the 
high courte of Parlament with the kings majesty his roiale assent, that this shoulde 
                                                          
29) Compare the following pages in CCCC MS. 102. The first numbers represent the pages where the 
citations are found in ‘De re sacramentaria’, followed by the corresponding pages of ‘Sententiae’: 
Augustinus’s twenty-third Epistle to Bonifacius (pp. 1389, p. 233), Tertullianus’s Adversus Marcionem 
lib. 3 and 4 (p. 153 and p. 157, pp. 222-3), Irenaeus’s Adversus Valentinianos lib. 4 (p. 155, p. 222), 
Cyprianus (p. 155, p. 223),Epiphanius’s Ancoratus and Panarion (p. 155, p.223), Hieronimus’s (Jerome) 
Ad Hedibiam (p. 155, p. 232), etc. 
30) Brooks, Thomas Cranmer’s Doctrine of the Eucharist, p. 42. 
31) CCCC MS. 102, pp. 195-204. 
32) Ibid., p. 198. 
33) Ibid., pp. 201-2. 
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bee nowe altered againe without parlament, of what importaunce this matter is, I 
refer to your Lordships’ wisdom to consider… if suche men should beee heard, 
although the boke were made everye yere a newe, yet should it not lacke faultes in 
their opinion.34) 
 
 Then Cranmer attacked the scriptural assumption of the Knoxian group that asserted 
that kneeling was not commanded in the Scripture. This assumption echoed Zwinglian 
hermeneutics, i.e. whatever is not commanded in the Scripture is against the Scripture and 
utterly unlawful and ungodly. Judging it as ‘the chief foundation of the error of the 
Anabaptists and of divers other sects’, Cranmer concluded that such a scriptural 
interpretation is ‘a subversion of all order as well in religion as in common policy’, taking 
away the entire Book of Service. ‘For what should men travail to set an order in the form of 
service, if no order can be set but that [which] is already prescribed by the Scripture.’35) 
Thus not just an issue of Eucharistic presence but also the adiaphoric question played a 
part. This letter also shows that Martyr and Ridley were consulted by Cranmer during the 
course of controversy. Martyr’s influence upon Cranmer is here again evident. However, the 
real task for foreign divines was to capture the mind of Warwick. It was growing clearer 
that Warwick’s sympathy inclined toward a more radical branch of Protestants. Although 
the black rubric may not have been a defeat for Cranmer and his associates, it was in a 
sense a victory for the Knoxian group since it was his sermon at Windsor which sparked the 
row resulting in the inclusion of the rubric. 
 The growing influence of this radical voice was manifest not only in the liturgical issue but 
in the very expression of Edwardian Protestant doctrine, i.e. the Articles of Religion. Knox’s 
voice in a committee of six may have been a significant factor in making alterations to 
certain articles exhibited to the King, in the drafting of which Cranmer spared no efforts.36) 
 During the period of Warwick’s increasing grasp of power, Martyr’s influence did not 
                                                          
34) Public Record Office State Papers (PRO SP) 10, 15, fos. 34. This letter to the privy council is printed 
in John Lorimer, John Knox and the Church of England (London, 1875), pp. 103-5. In addition to the 
row over the black rubric, there was another reason that it took more than six months to bring the 
renewed Prayer Book into use after it was given parliamentary sanction in April 1552. This can be 
inferred from Martyr’s letter to Heinrich Bullinger dated 14 June. It was a controversy over the 
question whether grace was or was not conferred by virtue of the sacraments. To this question some 
answered affirmatively desiring that this doctrine should be established by public authority. ‘But when 
others clearly saw how many superstitions such a determination would bring with it, they made it a 
primary point to endeavor in all ways to show, that nothing more is to be granted to the Sacraments 
than to the external word of God,…’ William Goode, ed., An Unpublished Letter of P. Martyr (London, 
1850), p. 5. This may well be a dispute between the true presence advocates and the more radical wing 
of Zwinglian persuasion. 
35) Lorimer, John Knox and the Church of England, p. 104. 
36) Memorials of Cranmer, I, 390-1. J.R. Dasent, ed., Acts of the Privy Council of England (London, 
1890-), IV, 148. A letter sent from Westminster on 21 October 1552 charged Knox and five others to 
consider certain articles ‘to make report of theyr opinions touching the same’. 
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extend beyond the inner circle of Cranmer. Bullinger, on the other hand, seems to have 
received an appreciative ear from Warwick. Already in April 1550, John ab Ulmis reported 
to Bullinger that the Zurich divine was ‘an especial favourite’ of Warwick.37) Later that year, 
we find ab Ulmis giving Bullinger specific guidance as to whom and how the copy of the 
forthcoming Decade should be presented. This Oxford student expressed his concern over 
this work being presented to Warwick by Hooper. He tried to convince Bullinger that close 
association with Hooper, who had lost influence with almost all the nobility and especially 
with Warwick, was at the moment a liability and recommended Bartholomew Traheron for 
the task of intermediary. 38 ) Nonetheless, Bullinger’s contribution during Warwick’s 
ascendancy shouldnot be exaggerated. In most cases Bullinger remained a good listener to 
the reports Anglo-Zurichers faithfully communicated. He rarely took an initiative to 
influence the course of reform in England. 
 
2. The Edwardian Vestiarian Controversy 
 
 Hooper’s temporary eclipse, effected by the privy council’s decision to enforce conformity to 
the vestments regulation, had influenced the positions of foreign divines. Even Bullinger, 
far from the scene of events, was affected. Since the subject has been studied by scholarship, 
most notably by J.H. Primus and Derek Alan Scales, I will not go into the details here.39) 
The focus of our attention will be placed upon the assessment of Bullinger’s role along with 
influences exerted by other divines during the controversy. 
 As Primus observed, Bucer was not so interested in the actual wearing or not wearing of 
vestments as in the dangers this controversy might bring to the church, and thus his 
statements should not be taken to support one party against the other.40) What upset 
authority was that Hooper made an issue of what was regarded as non-essential at the 
time when issues much more important for the reform were discussed, distracting 
attention from those issues. Bucer and Martyr basically agreed with the authority. Having 
said this, Bucer’s opinion was by no means without principles. He clearly envisaged that if 
ecclesiastical discipline was properly tackled the abuses of vestments and of all other 
things would easily be abolished.41) But he judged that unity and order were at the moment 
                                                          
37) O.L., II, 407. 
38) O.L., II, 426-7 (dated 31 December). Thus far Bullinger had relied heavily on Hooper in his dealing 
with the English affairs. For instance, the copy of the Consensus TIgurinus was first sent to him. 
Gleanings, p. 113 (31 August 1549, Bullinger to Utenhoven). Earlier Hooper disputed with Traheron 
over the doctrine of predestination. 
39) Derek Alan Scales, ‘Henry Bullinger and the Vestment Controversies in England’, Ph.D. 
dissertation, Cambridge University (1979); J.H. Primus, The Vestment Controversy: An Historical 
Study of the Earliest Tensions within the Church of England in the Reigns of Edward VI and Elizabeth 
(Kampen, 1960). 
40) Ibid., p. 46. 
41) Gleanings, p. 202 (Bucer to Hooper, dated mid-November 1550). 
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more important for the promotion of further reform. The view he held was quite similar to 
that of Bullinger during the Elizabethan vestiarian controversy. As Cranmer criticised the 
Knoxian hermeneutical principle during the dispute over kneeling, Bucer also rejected the 
particular understanding expressed by Laski in his letter of 17 November 1550 to Cranmer 
that only that which is specifically authorised by Scripture may be permitted in the 
worship of the church.42) Thus the vestiarian controversy was in this sense a controversy 
over a principle of hermeneutics. Peter Martyr shared basically the same opinion as Bucer. 
Martyr’s agreement with Bucer is undeniable if one reads his letter to Bucer written on 11 
November 1550: 
 
I have perused, man of God, what you have written so learnedly and piously on the 
Vestment controversy; and with no small satisfaction; both because I acknowledge 
the truth of what you say; and, also, because your sentiments agree throughout with 
those which I had sent to Hopper himself at London, [on the 4th of November,] the 
day before your letter was put into my hands.43) 
 
 It was Laski who offered a determined opposition to the ‘official’ view in support of Hooper. 
As Hooper put it, Laski ‘alone of all the foreigners who have any influence, stood on my 
side.’44) Laski in this controversy strongly backed the cause of the radicals because he did 
not seem to have regarded vestments as belonging to the sphere of adiaphora.45) Laski’s 
determination to back Hooper is interesting when we compare it with a tolerant official 
response initially made to allow Hooper to go without the consecration form. Surely the 
council members recognised the importance of the uniform practice of religion. However, 
judging from the course of events, they probably did not realise the gravity of the issue 
until convinced by Ridley’s argument. The council’s decision to overturn the former lenient 
response was not, at least theologically speaking, a complete turn, since the council from 
the beginning held that vestments were indifferent. If vestments were indifferent, the 
council could either allow individuals to choose according to their own conscience or decide 
                                                          
42) Primus, The Vestment Controversy, p. 48. It was also one of the main arguments of Ridley against 
Hooper’s premise. See ‘Reply of Bishop Ridley to Bishop Hooper on the Vestment Controversy, 1550’, in 
Aubrey Townsend, ed., The Writings of John Bradford (Cambridge, 1853), II, 377. 
43) Gleanings, p. 196. Bucer’s letter which Martyr had read is one addressed to Laski. Martyr’s view is 
clearly expressed in his letter to Hooper printed in Ibid., 187-96. In the same manuscript volume which 
contains these letters, there are also folios entitled ‘Argumenta Petri Martyr de apparatus vestium’ 
Cambridge University Library MS. Mm-4-14, fos. 12-14 (hereafter abbreviated CUL). This writing 
takes the form of debate with the arguments under three heads, Probatio, Responsio, and Petrus 
Martyr. At the outset is stated: ‘Rerum indifferentis natura est ut per se vel usurpari vel omitti sine 
impietate possunt. Apparatus vestium sacerdotatium res est ex natura sua indifferens et αδιαφορον….’ 
fo. 12r. 
44) O.L., I, 95. 
45) See his argument in his letter to King Edward printed in Strype, Ecclesiastical Memorials, II, ii, 
34-6. 
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that authority should enforce the use of them. Without Ridley’s tenacious objection, things 
might well have gone as Hooper desired. Since Ridley himself was a lover of simplicity 
favouring a radical reform, as was exemplified in his act of removing altars in May, his 
tenacity might be a reflection of his irritation over the government’s decision to confirm the 
establishment of a Dutch and Walloon church by the charter of 24 July 1550 giving them an 
independent status within Ridley’s diocese of London. The grant was made a day after 
Warwick’s letter to Cramer waiving the consecration form for Hooper, who helped Laski 
obtain this grant.46) 
 Until the council heard Ridley’s argument and thus was given an opportunity to rethink 
their former decision over Hooper and implications, most of the councilors, certainly 
Warwick himself, supported the causes propounded by the Hooper-Laski group. The 
favoured treatment of Laski and his church by the government could be a result of ongoing 
diplomacy involving Laski himself in addition to their value in the area of trade and 
manufacturing. Laski’s conviction that the authorities permitted this independence from 
Ridley’s jurisdiction due to their desire to provide a model church for future reform along 
the same lines is not quite credible since such a scheme would have worked as downright 
negation of the current English search for the unity and the authority of the church.47) 
 A document entitled ‘Articles of the credence of the messenger from the Princes of 
Germany’ testifies to the move to form a league in defence of Protestantism.48) The 
document stated: ‘And therfore to thintent such a bande might be entred my pryncesse sent 
me hither that in there name I shuld receve some certene conditions thereof…’49) It then 
directed that the league should be regulated by the terms of a ‘treatie of the duke of Prussia 
with Mr. Alasco had iii yeres past’, and then proposed: ‘if in this behalf the kings maiestie 
shall think fitt to adde any thing for the commoditee of ether parte, my pryncesse will 
receve the same with all good will as men so well mynded to make this coniunction with the 
kings maiestie…’50) On Laski’s role this document revealed: 
 
Theist hhinges my pryncesse have given me in commandment and willed me that in 
                                                          
46) Primus, The Vestments Controversy, pp. 13-14. On the other hand, Andrew Pettegree ascribes the 
credit of attaining this freedom from outside interference to Laski’s close association with Cranmer. 
Andrew Pettegree, Foreign Protestant Communities in Sixteenth-Century London (Oxford, 1986), p. 
32. Pettegree suggests that this freedom from interference by the authorities was also modeled after 
Zurich’s example. Ibid., p. 35. While admitting some influences of Zurich upon the Stranger churches 
such as the weekly ministers meetings called coetus, such freedom was exactly what Zurich divines did 
not pursue. 
47) Johannes a Lasco, Opera tam edita quam inedita, ed., A. Kuyper (Amsterdam, 1866), II, 10. See also 
Primus, The Vestments Controversy, p. 36 note. 
48) PRO SP 68, 5, fos. 161-6 (October 1550). This messenger could have been Dr. John Bruno. The 
document received the endorsement of William Cecil, Secretary of State. 
49) Ibid., fo. 161. 
50) Ibid., fo. 164. The duke of Prussia was Albert of Brandenburg, who on 3 June had sent to Somerset 
letters of Credence for Laski. PRO SP 68, 5, fo. 59 (in Sir John Mason’s letter book). 
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the treatye of this coniunction I shuld use the counsels of mr Alasco of whose faith 
both towardes the kinges maiestie and them also and chefly toward the cause of 
Christian Relligion my pryncesse doubt not and therfore willed me to use in this 
behalfe his counsell.51) 
 
Another document also endorsed by William Cecil with the title ‘Discursus D. Brunonis’ 
revealed further the nature of this league.52) Dr. John Bruno currently was deeply involved 
in the negotiations over the proposed marriage between Albert, margrave of Brandenburg, 
and the princess Mary of England.53) In this discourse, Dr. Bruno suggested a general 
league and called on King Edward to take the initiative.54) The arrival of the German 
ambassador, Hans Fuchs, accelerated the process and thus served to increase the suspicion 
of the Imperial ambassador, Johan Scheyfve.55) Writing in mid-September 1551, Scheyfve 
reported that Fuchs was sent by Duke Maurice of Saxony and other German princes but 
the object of this mission was not known to him.56) As King’s Chronicle suggests, this 
negotiation was only a preliminary session as it understood the purpose of the German 
messenger as ‘to know my inclination and will to enter, and not with full resolution of any 
matter’.57) The cautious approach to the league on the part of the English is apparent. As 
the Chronicle testifies, England was afraid that this league might endanger the existing 
league with the Emperor.58) However, the imperial ambassador sensed the progress during 
                                                          
51) Ibid., fo. 164. 
52) Ibid., fos. 153-7 (October 1550). Printed in R.W. Dixon, History of the Church of England from the 
Abolition of the Roman Jurisdiction (6 vols., London, 1878-1902), III, 345-9 notes. Dixon called the 
league a ‘delusive project’. P. 345. 
53) William B. Turnbull, ed., Calendar of State Papers, Foreign Series, of the Reign of Edward VI, 
1547-1553 (London, 1861), p. 47 (23 December 1549). (hereafter abbreviated CSP For.)The proposal 
seems to have been intended to solicit Albert’s military support for the defence of Boulogne. Ibid. 
King’s Chronicle (April 1550) later notes: ‘It was answered to the Duke of Brunswick [Brandenburg] 
that whereas he offered service with 10,000 men of his band, that the war was ended; and [as] for the 
marriage of my Lady Mary to him, there was talk for her marriage with the Infante of Portugal, which 
being determined, he should have answer.’ W.K. Jordan, ed., The Chronicle and Political Papers of 
King Edward VI (London, 1966), p. 27. 
54) CSP For. 1547-53, p.60. 
55) Fuchs probably is the same person as Fossey or Fuss of whom the King’s Chronicle made mention. 
The Chronicle and Political Papers of King Edward VI, p. 96. 
56) Martin A.S. Hume and Royall Tyler, eds., Calendar of Letters and State Papers Relating to English 
Affairs, Preserved Principally in the Archives of Simancas 1550-1552, p. 369. (hereafter abbreviated 
CSP Span.) Other German princes were the duke of Mecklenburg and the Marquis John of 
Brandenburg. This scheme was designed to involve Albert of Brandenburg and to get the good will of 
Hamburg, Lubeck, Bremen, etc. The Chronicle and Political Papers, p. 95. The noticeable character of 
the Edwardian development in the search for a Protestant league was the involvement of dominantly 
northern German princes and cities, while during the Elizabethan period we witness the princes of 
Southern Germany playing active roles as well. Also conspicuous in this period by comparison is the 
fact that German princes did not press the English to accept the Augsburg Confession during the talk 
over the league.  
57) Ibid. 
58) Ibid., p. 96. England’s reply to the German princes is printed in Patrick Fraser Tytler, England 
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Fuchs’s mission that could cause a great threat to the imperial interests. The ambassador 
suspected that Laski actually managed this affair, taking note that Fuchs addressed 
himself to the Polish reformer immediately after his arrival in England and was later 
accompanied by him to the court.59) 
 By December Scheyfve was fully informed of the object of Fuchs’s mission, which was to 
arrange a union of the reformed churches of England, parts of Germany, and Hansa towns 
in order to obstruct the observance of the Interim. The imperial ambassador obviously 
received the impression that Fuchs’s mission was a good success.60) The significant role 
played by Laski during the period is also evident from the letter of Baron Joachim Maltzan, 
the envoy of the duke of Mecklenburg, to King Edward VI, written on 19 December. 
Unwilling at this time of the year to expose himself to the danger of storms, Maltzan 
simply sent his credentials to Laski.61) This act vividly indicates the trust Laski enjoyed 
among the northern German dignitaries. During the period of Fuchs’s visit, Laski must 
have maintained a close contact with the secretaries like William Petre, William Cecil and 
Nicholas Wotton, to whom fell the main responsibilities of the initial negotiation with this 
envoy.62) 
 In mid-1551, the English realised that the wind now blew more favourably for their nation 
as a result of the war between France and the Emperor and, as Scheyfve observed, they 
wanted to make something out of it.63) They were suddenly provided with an opportunity to 
tip the scale. At the end of the year, the English government seems to have moved 
gradually away from the imperial alliance policy in favour of the more prudent option of 
holding the balance in the European struggles. While German princes under the leadership 
of Maurice, elector of Saxony, approached France and reached the anti-imperial agreement, 
England did not seem to have been committed to either side, partly because of her domestic 
situation.64) As the imperial ambassador perceived, there existed a difference of opinion in 
England with regard to her continental alliance policy; some favoured the league with 
                                                                                                                                                       
under the Reigns of Edward VI and Mary (2 vols., London, 1839), II, 95-6 note. The draft was hurriedly 
prepared by Cecil on 19 November 1551. The English courteously declined to be a part of the league. 
See also J.G. Nichols, ed., Literary Remains of King Edward VI (2 vols., London 1857), II, 366. As 
Tytler states this is yet another proof of the confidence reposed in Cecil by the King and 
Northumberland. For Cecil, the whole experience was a foretaste of what was yet to come in the early 
Elizabethan period. 
59) CSP Span. 1550-2, pp. 369, 374. Fuchs and Laski received as a present from the English government 
400 and 100 French Crowns respectively. J.R. Dasent, Acts of the Privy Council of England (London, 
1890- ), III, 420 (19 November 1551). 
60) CSP Span. 1550-2, p. 425. 
61) CSP For. 1547-53, p. 205. 
62) Jordan, ed., The Chronicle and Political Papers, p. 90. 
63) CSP Span. 1550-2, p. 374. 
64) CSP For. 1547-53, p. 180 (Christopher Mundt to the council, 15 October 1551). Mundt reported that 
he was induced on various grounds to believe that Maurice had an understanding with France, 
Denmark and Poland. 
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France while others had a dread of it regarding it as leading to the total ruin of England.65) 
This policy, of course, was a much wiser choice in view of the current international 
situation. The English still wanted to avoid causing direct offence to the Emperor. In fact, 
by late 1552 the English government offered to mediate a peace between the Emperor and 
the French King, to which the French responded positively.66) This was no doubt an obvious 
sign of confidence on the part of the English government. 
 Whatever the exact nature of the English alliance policy may have been, one thing is clear. 
The English government was now given a much freer hand in deciding its own 
ecclesiastical policy. The hints of radical reform supported by the council presumably 
reflect the current international situation. The English found that they now did not have to 
kowtow to imperial sentiment in formulating their ecclesiastical policies, as had been the 
case with the first Prayer Book. If this is the case, Laski as a diplomat contributed to the 
progress of the Reformation in a rather unexpected way. 
 However, in spite of influential backing from Laski, the council failed to bow down to John 
Hooper’s conscience. It was Hooper who had to come to his senses. His submission, 
expressed in his letter to Thomas Cranmer, was a definite change of mind: 
 
For in this matter I have begun so far to look with suspicion on my own judgment 
and opinion, that I have considered it more prudent and more becoming Christian 
humility, to stand and rely on the judgment of your clemency, or of those pious and 
learned men in the law of God whom you may nominate, than on that of myself 
alone.67) 
 
 The question should be asked whose influence had brought Hooper to his complete 
subjugation. Dr. Derek Alan Scales’s assertion that Bullinger’s lost letter of 4 January 1551 
changed Hooper’s view and brought about his submission is hardly tenable.68) First, it 
involves too much of an assumption to base such a conclusion on a letter of which the exact 
content we are not certain. We are also not sure whether or not Hooper received the letter 
before his submission or even at all. Secondly, if Bullinger’s letter had been the direct cause 
of Hooper’s submission, Hooper would have referred to it in his letter to Cranmer rather 
                                                          
65) CSP Span. 1550-2, p. 374, CSP For. 1547-53, p. 269 (Morison to the council, 27 April 1553). One 
contemporary observer reported the progress of Anglo-French rapprochement in 1551: ‘Item in June 
after went imbassatores into France the erle (sic) of Northehamtone and the byshoppe of Ely wyth 
dyvers other, and was goodly resevyd there with processione, crossys, and sensynge, with alle the hole 
orders of relygious persons that be there, with the universites, scolles, and solome masse songe before 
them or they came unto the kynges presens, and had there grett chere. And after that came into 
Ynglonde dyvers lorddes of France with a cardnalle,….’ John Gough Nichols, ed., Chronicle of the Grey 
Friars of London (London, 1852), p. 69. 
66) CSP For. 1547-53, pp. 234, 245, 260. 
67) Gleanings, p. 234. 
68) Scales, ‘Henry Bullinger and the Vestment Controversies in England’, p. 60. 
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than giving only Martyr and Bucer specific credit for his understanding of the vestment 
issue.69) Although this reference to Bucer and Martyr in Hooper’s letter does not concern 
Hooper’s submission, there is an indication of Martyr’s pivotal influence. 
 On 13 January, when Hooper was consigned to the custody of Cranmer, Cranmer’s 
Journal, which in essence was an act book recording the decisions of the privy council, 
states: 
 
The ABP being present at Couns. At Greenwich, Mr. Hooper was for not observing 
former orders of the Council and for not wearing the BP’s apparel committed to the 
ABP’s of Cant custody, eyther there to be reformed or further to be punished as the 
obstinacy of his case requireth.70) 
 
An attempt to ‘amend’ the bishop elect of Gloucester was decided upon and carried out. 
Martyr was chosen for this task. Martyr met Hooper three times at Lambeth and exerted 
every effort to break down his determination between 13 and 27 January when he was 
finally sent to the Fleet. Martyr recorded that at their first meeting he had ‘entertained 
some hope of softening him’, although he had not clearly gained his assent.71) But when 
Martyr returned to Hooper after dinner, another person, most likely Laski, gained access to 
him (‘Sed interim alter ad eum accessit fabulae χοραγoς’) and reconverted him to the earlier 
obstinate position. However, Martyr’s effort continued, a point to which scholarship has 
failed to pay due attention. Martyr left Hooper ‘sufficiently admonished, if he would but 
have listened, of the dangers which hung over him [pericula imminerent]’.72) It should be 
emphasised that Martyr had other meetings before Hooper’s imprisonment. There is no 
doubt Martyr had reiterated these dangers at their subsequent meetings. As the fact of his 
imprisonment testified, Hooper was not immediately brought to conformity. Instead the 
Fleet prison gave him a chance to reflect independently on differing opinions presented to 
him at Lambeth. There were no other outside influences, since Cranmer’s Journal testifies 
that an order was sent to the warden of the Fleet to keep Hooper from conference with any 
                                                          
69) Gleanings, p. 234. ‘I reprehend, as Master Bucer and Master Martyr do, the abuse of them by those 
who use them superstitiously, or badly in any other respect;…’ There is another translation that reads: 
‘as Master Bucer and Master Martyr and all holy and learned men do.’ The wording in Latin does 
agree with this translation: ‘reprehendo cum Domino Bucero, D. Martyre, et omnibus piis ac doctis 
viris.’ C. Nevinson, ed., Later Writings of Bishop Hooper (Cambridge, 1852), p. xv. Scales follows this 
reading and claims that Hooper would not have written ‘all holy and learned men’ unless he was 
referring to Bullinger. Scales attributes Hooper’s failure to mention Bullinger’s name to his 
uncertainty about Cranmer’s attitude toward the Zurich antistes. Scale’s argument here is not 
persuasive. See Scales, p. 60. 
70) ‘A Journal for the years 1550, 1551, 1552, to 1553, relating to Abs. Cranmer’, CUL MS. Add. 3, 34. 
(No folio numbers are given. These folios are among Strype’s correspondence.) 
71) Gleanings, p. 233 (Martyr to Bucer, early February 1551). See also CUL MS. Mm-4-14. 
72) Ibid. 
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persons saving the ministers of that house.73) As far as our records show, Martyr’s counsel 
at Lambeth was the only possible influence that later broke down Hooper’s tenacity. 
 No matter how vital the vestment issue might have been for Hooper, for Martyr it was a 
matter of lesser significance. His concern for more crucial issues such as doctrine, discipline 
and the establishment of order in parish churches must have been communicated to 
Hooper during their three meetings. Martyr expressed his deep concern for the current 
situation in which these significant issues had been somewhat overshadowed by the row 
over the minor issue of rituals which included vestments. 74 ) Rather than outright 
denunciation, this is the sort of argument that could bring the most effective result from 
the nonconforming bishop, although such an argument probably did not convince 
Elizabethan nonconformists. It was the time when Martyr along with Cranmer and Bucer 
was preoccupied with the possible revision of the first Prayer Book which would actually 
decide the course of the Reformation in England. Thus Hooper seems to have received from 





 In short, Bullinger, living outside England, was not in a position to guide the course of the 
Edwardian reform. Furthermore, the Zurich divine’s personal relationship with Hooper 
and the leaders of the Strangers’ Church like Laski, Micronius, and Utenhoven failed to 
influence the central machinery of policy makers, but instead at times it turned out to be 
an embarrassment when the privy council got disturbed by the intransigence of the 
Hooper-Laski group. It is inaccurate to create the impression that Zurich succeeded in 
establishing their model church in the middle of London independent of diocesan 
interference. The unquestioning assertions by some historians regarding the affinities of 
the Strangers’ Church to the Zurich church should be subject to closer scrutiny. The very 
idea of the model church within the national church militates against the nature of the 
Zurich church and community. On the other hand, it was Bucer and Martyr to whose 
counsels Cranmer paid closest attention, although even these two divines were for the most 
part kept out of the actual policy-making processes.75) However, the footprints of these two 
                                                          
73) The order was dated 27 January, the date of Hooper’s imprisonment. CUL MS. Add. 3, 34. 
74) Gleanings, p. 232. Martyr made this point clear despite his support for simplicity. The ongoing debate 
in the parliament over the reformation of the ecclesiastical laws did, in fact, concern church discipline. 
See James C. Spalding, ‘The Reformatio Legum Ecclesiasticarum of 1552 and the Furthering of 
Discipline in England’, Church History, 39 (1970), 162-71. The reform of discipline was much more 
difficult than that of doctrine or worship. 
75) It was not until 1552 when Martyr and Laski sat in the committee to prepare a draft code of the 
reformatio legum ecclesiasticarum that the foreigners were allowed to participate directly in the direct 
policy-making procedure. 
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divines during the Edwardian Reformation can clearly be traced in the records we now 
possess, especially upon the mind and thought of the Archbishop Thomas Cranmer. 
 If the premature death of the young King and Mary Tudor’s reversion to Catholicism had 
not brought the Protestant endeavor for the reform of the English Church to a halt, we 
could have seen more of Martyr’s contributions. However, the nation’s speedy return to 
Catholicism created an opportunity for a larger number of Protestant clerics, including the 
moderates, to come into firsthand contact with the doctrines and practices of the churches 
on the continent. Since many historians have already traced the steps of these Marian 
exiles, I do not propose to repeat their results here. There is no question that each exile not 
only had an enriching experience but also was given an occasion to reflect on the ‘model’ 
churches in the Swiss cities, even though some exiles like Richard Cox, later Bishop of Ely, 
tried to interpret the current adversity as the Church of England in exile, tenaciously 
holding on to the continuity of the liturgical practices of the Edwardian Church. Partly 
owing to the warm reception these exiles received from their hosts, their impression of 
these churches during their sojourn period was extremely favourable. However, these rosy 
memories of the best reformed churches, when confronted by the newly-opened challenge in 
the wake of the death of Mary Tudor in late 1558, created among the ex-exiles a dilemma in 
the harsh reality of the Elizabethan settlement. 
